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Detailed Action 

1. Claims 1-20 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. As to claims 14-20 the claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

(i) Claim 14 is directed to software per se, not tangibly embodied, the computer 
program product failing to recite any hardware, or a processor to execute the claimed 
instructions. A suggested way to modify the claim would be in a format such as, "A 
computer program product, stored on a storage media, containing instructions that 
when executed by a processor provide:" 

(ii) Claims 1 5-20 are rejected for similar reasons as discussed for their respective 
parent claims, as they fail to present any limitations that resolve the deficiencies of the 
claim from which they depend. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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(i) As to claim 20 the claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph, as it 
is unclear if the claim's intent is for a method or a computer program product. 

(ii) Claim 20 is dependent on the "computer program product" of claim 6, when claim 
6 is directed to a method and not a computer program product, thus making it unclear of 
the intent of the claim. Examiner is interpreting that the claim is meant to depend on 
claim 19 in order to follow suit with similar claims 7 and 13, as they both depend on their 
preceding claims. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 4, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sadjadi (US Pat. 6,850,938) in view of Alexander, III et al. (hereafter 
Alexander)(US Pat. 6,338,159). 

6. As to claims 1 and 14, Sadjadi discloses receiving requests for a shared 
resource (column 6, lines 40-45), wherein access to the shared resource is controlled 
with a software lock (column 6, lines 40-52); 

Detecting that the software lock is unavailable (column 7, lines 62-66). 
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7. Sadjadi does not disclose emitting an operating system trace hook in response to 
the detecting, wherein the operating system trace hook is adapted to record lock usage 
data, and analyzing the recorded lock usage data. 

However, Alexander discloses emitting an operating system trace hook in 
response to the detecting, wherein the operating system trace hook is adapted to record 
lock usage data (Abstract; column 1 , lines 29-54; and column 2, lines 35-60 disclose 
tracing in order to provide a performance profile, by logging event data. Thus, logging of 
data may be applied to functions, methods, system components, and locks.), and 
analyzing the recorded lock usage data (column 6, lines 50-65). 

8. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the teachings of Sadjadi, by recording, logging, and 
analyzing trace data, as taught by Alexander, in order to provide compact and efficient 
means of maintaining software and system performance. 

9. As to claim 8, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 and 14 
above. In addition, Sadjadi discloses one or more processors (processor 404 of figure 
4); a memory accessible by the processors (column 6, lines 17-18 and main memory 
406 of figure 4.); one or more shared resources accessible by the processors (column 
5, lines 29-31); a non volatile storage device accessible by the processors (column 15, 
lines 20-32 and storage device 410 of figure 4); one or more software locks, stored in 
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the memory, for controlling access to the shared resources (column 5, lines 29-41); an 
operating system that controls a plurality of processes performed by the processors 
(Inherent in column 5, lines 29-41 and figure 4 as an operating system would be needed 
to control any of the functions performed by the processors); and Alexander discloses a 
trace hook facility (column 3, line 35-column 4, line 7). 

10. As to claims 4, 11, and 17 Sadjadi further discloses identifying one or more 
processes causing lock contention in response to the analysis of the lock usage data 
(column 9, lines 5-21). 

11. As to claims 5 and 18, Sadjadi further discloses modifying the identified 
processes 1 usage of the shared resource (column 9, line 35-column 10, line 11). 

12. Claims 2, 3, 9, 10, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sadjadi and Alexander, as applied to claims 1, 8 and 14, above, and 
further in view of Joy et al. (hereafter Joy)(US Pat. 5,968,157). 

13. As to claims 2, 9, and 15, Alexander discloses the lock usage data includes a 
timestamp corresponding to each request (column 1, lines 46-50 and column 4, lines 
20-30) and a stack call chain for each process making one of the requests at the time 
the corresponding request was made (column 2, lines 28-34 and column 4, lines 8-18). 
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14. Sadjadi and Alexander do not disclose a lock address corresponding to an 
address of the software lock arid a request count. 

However, Joy discloses a lock address corresponding to an address of the 
software lock (column 1 , lines 39-45 and column 3, lines 23-28) and a request count 
(column 1 , lines 54-54 and column 3, lines 23-28). 

15. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the teachings of Sadjadi and Alexander, by incorporating 
lock address and request count, as taught by Joy, in order for the operating system to 
more efficiently keep track of locked objects. 

16. As to claims 3, 10, and 16, Sadjadi further discloses receiving a lock release 
request from a process that currently holds the software lock (column 10, lines 17-20); 
determining whether other processes are currently waiting for the software lock (column 
1, lines 39-64); releasing the software lock in response to determining that other 
processes are currently waiting for the software lock (column 1 , lines 39-64); and 
releasing the software lock without emitting a trace hook in response to determining that 
the other processes are not waiting for the software lock (column 1 , lines 45-57), and 
Alexander discloses emitting a second operating system trace hook, wherein the 
second operating system trace hook is also adapted to record lock usage data (column 
3, line 63-column 4, line 7). 



Application/Control Number: 10/798,905 



Art Unit: 2193 



Page 7 



17. Claims 6, 7, 12, 13, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sadjadi and Alexander as applied to claims 1, 8, and 14 above, and 
further in view of Joy and Barton (US Pat. 5,502,840). 

18. As to claims 6, 12, and 19, Sadjadi further discloses detecting that the software 
lock is available in response to receiving the request (column 7, lines 62-65), and 

Joy discloses incrementing a lock counter that tracks the number of times the 
shared resource was requested (column 1, lines 54-64). 

1 9. Sadjadi, Alexander, and Joy do not disclose setting ownership of the software 
lock to an identifier corresponding to an identifier of the requesting process. 

However, Barton discloses setting ownership of the software lock to an identifier 
corresponding to an identifier of the requesting process (column 2, line 50-column 3, 
line 7). 

20. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the teachings of Sadjadi, Alexander, and Joy, by setting 
ownership of a lock to the corresponding requesting process, as taught by Barton, for 
the benefit of reducing wait time for an unavailable lock. 
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21 , As to claims 7, 13, and 20, Barton discloses requesting that a lock ownership 
field of the software lock be set to the requesting process identifier (column 4, lines 19- 
53); and receiving a completion code indicating that the ownership has been set, 
wherein the incrementing of the lock counter is performed in parallel with the setting 
ownership by incrementing the lock counter after the request for the lock ownership field 
has been set and before the completion code has been received (column 4, lines 39- 
43). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Yaary whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1249. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00 a.m - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 



Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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